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 ABSTRACT 
The Relationship Between Participation in Goal Setting, Company Size and Performance, 
Commitment, Acceptance, and Job Satisfaction in the United States and Macedonia 
by 
Kristin Michelle King 
While some researchers have suggested that participative goal setting increases performance, 
acceptance, commitment, and satisfaction, others have suggested that it does not.  Additionally, 
much research on goal setting has been done in the US while none has been done in Macedonia. 
 
The purpose of this study was to clarify the relationship between participation in goal setting and 
company size on these variables and to determine if there are differences in the effects of 
participation in goal setting in the US and Macedonia.  The independent variables were country, 
company size, and type of participation and dependent variables were performance, commitment, 
acceptance, and satisfaction.  Participants also completed Hofstede’s (1994) VSM and 
demographic questions.   
 
Workers from the US scored significantly higher on all dependent variables.  There were no 
significant differences in participation verses assigned goal setting on the four dependent 
variables.  Multiple regressions revealed that some VSM questions predicted the four dependent 
variables. 
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 CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
The motivation and empowerment of employees will determine the success of many 
organizations; therefore, motivation is a key issue facing human resources and management 
(Luthans, Stajkovic, Luthans, & Luthans, 1998).  Motivation in the work environment has been 
described as a set of internal and external forces (Ambrose & Kulik, 1999) that affect an 
individual’s willingness to exert high levels of effort towards organizational goals.  The 
satisfaction of employee needs will also influence motivation.  Two factors should, therefore, be 
considered when referring to motivation in the work environment.  These factors are effort and 
needs.  Effort is a measure of intensity and the level of employee motivation will determine how 
much effort is exerted.  Motivation should also be viewed as a need satisfying process.  Because 
an unsatisfied need creates tension, the individual is stimulated by internal drives to reduce the 
need in order to reduce the tension (Korman, 1977).  Employers can contribute to the employees’ 
need satisfying process through both extrinsic and intrinsic factors.  Extrinsic factors include 
such things as work environment, job security, and pay while intrinsic factors include such things 
as enhanced levels of responsibility, achievement, and recognition (Herzberg, Mausner & 
Snyderman, 1959).   
Motivation, however, is difficult to measure. Because of this, many researchers have 
attempted to develop motivation theories that may assist in the measurement of motivation.  
Some of these theories measure motivation through reported feelings and attitudes.  For example, 
equity theory measures motivation through reported job satisfaction. Other theories, such as goal 
setting theory, measure motivation through overt behavior such as performance (Ambrose & 
Kulik, 1999).  
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 Goal Setting Theory 
In the late 1960’s, Edwin Locke (1996) proposed that intentions to work toward a goal 
are a major source of work motivation.  Locke suggested that goals tell an employee what needs 
to be done and how much effort will need to be expended (Robbins, 1997).  Locke (1996) 
proposed goal setting theory, which suggests that specific goals increase performance and that 
difficult goals, when accepted, result in higher performance. Locke developed his theory after 
results from laboratory experiments, involving such tasks as brainstorming, addition, and 
assembling toys, revealed that those individuals who were assigned challenging goals performed 
better than those individuals assigned only moderately challenging or easy goals (Latham & 
Locke, 1984). Locke also found that those participants who were given specific, challenging 
goals out-performed those who were given vague goals such as “do your best” (Latham & 
Locke, 1984).  He further suggested that difficult goals require greater commitment than easy 
goals (Locke, 1996).  
Performance 
Several studies (Latham & Locke; 1984; Yearta, Maitlis & Briner, 1995) support the 
necessity of setting specific goals if performance is to be improved. Locke suggested that goals 
should be specifically set by either “quantification” or “enumeration.  “Quantification” refers to 
creating numeric goals such as increase production by 7%, and “enumeration” refers to the 
creation of a list of tasks to be accomplished.  Latham and Locke (1984) found that setting 
specific goals for drivers of logging trucks led to increased performance.  Prior to the 
experiment, drivers consistently under loaded their logging trucks.  Eventually, drivers 
consistently increased truck capacity beyond 90%.  Summarizing many other studies conducted 
by Latham and Locke (1984), setting specific goals is an effective way to increase performance. 
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 Locke’s (1996) goal setting theory also suggests the importance of setting difficult goals 
as this leads to the increased likelihood of goal achievement.  However, Latham and Locke 
(1984) found that for difficult goals to lead to the achievement of goals, the goal must be 
attainable.  In order for the goal to be attainable, the individual must have the knowledge and 
ability to accomplish the goal.  Locke’s theory further suggests that if the individual does not 
possess the ability nor the knowledge to complete the goal, performance will decline (Locke, 
1996).  A meta-analysis of motivation revealed that most studies support the notion that setting 
difficult but attainable goals leads to increased performance when the individual is committed to 
attaining the goal (Yearta et al., 1995).   
Locke’s (1996) goal setting theory also suggests that performance feedback increases the 
likelihood that a goal will be attained.  Locke proposed that feedback does not have reinforcing 
properties, but that it does cause people to challenge themselves; and therefore, set even higher 
goals.  Research consistently supports the importance of feedback.  For example, Earley and 
Stubblebine (1989) found that workers’ performance in the United States was positively related 
to feedback.  Ambrose and Kulik (1999) also found a positive relationship between performance 
and feedback when studied in college students who were given the opportunity to participate in a 
stock market simulation.  These students achieved higher levels of performance when a specific, 
difficult goal included feedback. Ambrose and Kulik postulated that two types of feedback 
seemed highly effective.  These two types of feedback include process feedback and specific-
outcomes-feedback.  Process feedback reveals how to change behavior while specific outcomes 
feedback reveals why change may be necessary.   
According to Parnell and Bell (1994) employee participation in decision-making includes 
“any process that results in some degree of transfer of decision control and responsibility from a 
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 superior to his or her subordinates” (p.521).  Participation in setting work goals falls within this 
definition because an employee’s determination of work goals is a “transfer of decision control 
and responsibility from a superior to his or her subordinates” (p.521).  Some researchers have 
concluded that participation in goal setting will lead to increased performance.  However, there is 
conflicting evidence on the motivational value of participation in goal setting.  For example, 
Locke (1996) suggests that there is little difference between performance when goals are 
assigned and performance when goals are cooperatively set.  However, Erez and Arad (1986) 
found that participation in goal setting increased performance.  Latham and Yukl (1975) 
investigated the effects of participation in goal setting on performance.  After dividing 
participants into three groups, “assigned”, “do your best”, and “participatively set” goals, those 
individuals in the participatory goal setting group performed better than those who were in the 
assigned work goals group.  Levine (1990) suggests that allowing workers to participate in 
decision-making will increase productivity.   
Goal Commitment 
Locke’s (1996) goal setting theory includes intervening variables that affect performance.  
One of the most important intervening variables is goal commitment.  Locke proposed that there 
is a need for commitment when goals are specific and difficult.  He found that commitment to 
goal attainment could be increased in two ways.  First, the individual must believe that the goal 
is important.  Second, the individual must believe that the goal is attainable.  Locke suggested 
that individuals could be convinced of the goal’s importance by providing the reasons for the 
necessity of goal attainment.  He further suggested that a leader within the organization could 
influence employees to commit to the goal and that a leader could use various techniques to 
inspire goal commitment, such as expressing confidence in employees’ abilities, improving skills 
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 through training, “providing and communicating an inspiring vision for the company or 
organization”, allowing for “ownership” of tasks, and “asking for commitment in public” 
(Locke, 1996, p. 218).  Jurkiewicz (2000) has proposed that enhanced employee commitment 
will improve if management assigns challenging tasks.  Through enhancing commitment, 
employees may become motivated to accomplish organizational goals.   
A meta-analysis by Wofford, Goodwin, and Premack (1992) revealed that goal 
commitment was significantly related to goal achievement.  According to Ambrose and Kulik 
(1999), self-set goals are often more effective in gaining commitment than assigned goals. 
Latham and Yukl (1975) concluded that participation affects performance to the degree that it 
leads to the establishment of, and commitment to, specific and difficult goals.   
 Participation in goal setting and participation in determining the process of goal 
attainment are relevant intervening variables that specifically relate to goal commitment.  Several 
researchers (Hinze, Kalnbach & Lorentz, 1997; Locke, 1996) have suggested a strong 
relationship between participatory goal-setting and goal commitment.  In other words, when 
individuals are given the opportunity to set their own work goals, goal commitment often occurs 
According to Ambrose and Kulik (1999), self-set goals are often more effective than assigned 
goals at gaining commitment.   
Goal Acceptance 
Researchers have postulated that participation in goal setting leads to increased 
acceptance thereby increasing motivation to exert effort toward goals (Earley & Kanfer, 1985; 
Pearson, 1987).   If performance is to occur, acceptance appears to be a crucial variable in goal 
setting because when acceptance is low, motivation will be low. However, acceptance can be 
increased by means of participation in goal setting, thereby increasing performance (Erez, 
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 Earley, & Hulin, 1985).  Latham and Yukl (1975) also suggested that the acceptance of goals and 
the motivation to attain them is greater when the workers are allowed to participate in the goal 
setting process. 
Erez et al. (1985) investigated the impact of participation in goal setting on goal 
acceptance and performance in American college students.   They hypothesized that the level of 
goal acceptance will increase as the degree of participation increases and that participation 
influences performance through its influence on acceptance.  The study involved 120 male and 
female college students who worked on a simulated scheduling task.  Participative, 
representative, and assigned goal setting groups either set personal goals or did not set personal 
goals.  In the representative goal setting condition, a representative elected by the group 
negotiated with the experimenter in setting a goal.  In the participative goal setting condition, 
participants were allowed to jointly determine their goals.  In the assigned goal setting condition, 
participants were assigned a goal equal to the average of those set in the representative and 
participative conditions completed in a pilot study.  The participants in the setting-of-personal 
goals condition were asked to write down their personal goals before the goal setting 
manipulation.  In the no personal goal setting condition, participants did not write down their 
personal goals before setting goals. Each group was provided information as to the number of 
scheduling tasks that were completed in the pilot study by each group.  The level of competition 
and goal difficulty was held constant across the goal-setting conditions.  Perceived participation 
in goal setting and actual goal acceptance were assessed (Erez et al., 1985)  
The results revealed that participative and representative goal setting significantly 
increased individual goal acceptance.   Individual goal acceptance also significantly contributed 
to performance.  However, when the variance of acceptance was removed, participative and 
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 representative goal-setting groups did not significantly outperform assigned goal-setting groups.  
In contrast, previous literature yielded differences in the effectiveness of participative versus 
assigned goal setting.  But the results of this study indicate that these inconsistent results may 
have occurred because of the variable of goal acceptance (Erez et al., 1985). 
 Erez and Earley (1987) investigated participation in goal setting and its effect on goal 
acceptance in a cross-cultural context.  They used three types of goal setting. These included 
assigned, representative, and participatory goal setting.  Participants included Israel-Kibbutz, 
Israel-urban, and Americans.  All three groups participated in a “simulated scheduling task”.  
The highest acceptance level was obtained in the participatory condition and the lowest in the 
assigned goal condition.   Acceptance in the participatory condition remained stable and did not 
even drop significantly for extremely difficult goals.  The results from this study suggest that 
participation in goal setting increases acceptance, even when the goals are difficult.  Within all 
three groups, participation had a significant effect on goal acceptance.   
Many researchers have attempted to discover why goal-setting is effective.  Specifically, 
Erez and Arad (1986) investigated the social, cognitive, and motivational factors that underlie 
the effects of participative goal setting.  They found that when goals are participatively set in a 
group, performance levels increase.  They, therefore, suggested that “sociopsychological group 
processes” increase the likelihood of goal accomplishment. In other words, the combination of 
both psychological and sociological factors will influence the effect of participation in goal 
setting on performance.  They also found that goal acceptance and self-control are motivators 
that increase performance in quantity and quality.  
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 Job Satisfaction 
It has been suggested that when workers are given performance feedback, job satisfaction 
will significantly improve (Wilk & Redmon, 1998).  In a study involving railway track 
maintenance work-gangs, Pearson (1987) revealed that participation in setting work goals 
significantly increased job satisfaction.  
Herzberg’s  Motivation-Hygiene theory (Herzberg, Mausner, and Snyderman, 1959) 
directly relates to goal setting theory and job satisfaction. This theory suggests that when 
individuals are allowed to participate in goal setting, they will be more satisfied and therefore 
more motivated.  Overall, this theory suggests that an individual’s attitude toward his/her work 
will determine the individual’s satisfaction or dissatisfaction.  It further suggests that when an 
individual is satisfied with their work, they will be motivated to perform (Miskel & Keller, 
1973).   
Generally, most individuals consider satisfaction and dissatisfaction to be located on one 
dimension; in other words, it is commonly believed that the opposite of satisfaction is 
dissatisfaction.  However, Herzberg’s Motivation-Hygiene Theory proposes that within a work 
situation, two dimensions exist.  It further suggests that because two dimensions exist, the 
opposite of satisfaction is not dissatisfaction, but that it is no satisfaction.  This theory postulates 
that the opposite of dissatisfaction is no dissatisfaction.  It further suggests that there are several 
factors that lead to satisfaction. These factors are intrinsic and include, for example, 
achievement, recognition, advancement, and growth.  Herzberg’s Motivation-Hygiene Theory 
further suggests that there are several factors that can lead to dissatisfaction. These factors are 
called “hygiene factors”.   Hygiene factors are extrinsic and include, for example, issues dealing 
with security, status, relationship with subordinates, relationship with peers, salary, work 
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 conditions, relationship with supervisor, supervision, and company policy and administration.  
Herzberg’s Motivation-Hygiene Theory concludes that if an individual views the hygiene factors 
as “adequate”, the individual will not be dissatisfied.  If the individual views the “satisfiers” or 
“motivators” as adequate, the individual will be satisfied and motivated.  Overall, this theory 
suggests that workers must feel as though the business success occurred because of their abilities 
(Herzberg et al., 1959).  
 Motivation-Hygiene theory has been linked to various theories that suggest the need for 
“self-actualization”.  “Motivators”, such as achievement, recognition, advancement, and growth 
are thought to provide employees with the necessary tools to become self-actualized.  It has been 
further suggested preventing an individual from being “self-actualized” will result in a decrease 
in motivation (Herzberg et al., 1959). Expanding on Herzberg’s Motivation Hygiene Theory, 
because participation in goal setting can be viewed as allowing the employee to be autonomous 
and facilitating employee growth towards their own creative and unique potential, it can be 
suggested that participation in goal setting is an effective way to increase job satisfaction.   
Goal Setting and Culture 
Although goal-setting theory is incorporated throughout many organizations, like many 
theories; it is “culture bound” (Robbins, 1997).  Because the economy is becoming more 
globalized and American business is increasingly investing in countries around the world, it is 
important to understand what motivates people in other countries.  Management theories have 
typically been developed with the use of American employees in American organizations or 
American college students in American universities. Cross-cultural researchers, such as Hofstede 
and Adler conclude that what is true for American workers in the U.S is not always true for 
workers in other countries (Welsh, Luthans, & Sommer, 1993).   
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 Culture 
 Culture can be viewed as the “socially constructed meanings and preferences a group 
develops as it collectively negotiates environmental forces and the complexities of internal 
integration” (Geletkancyz, 1997, p. 616).  As members of a particular culture, managers bring 
these “constructed meanings and preferences” to the work place.  The attitudes and actions of 
managers directly reflect their culture (Geletkancyz, 1997). 
Hofstede’s Cultural Dimensions 
Hofstede (1984) suggests that there are four dimensions of culture that exist within 
countries. These dimensions include power distance, uncertainty avoidance, individualism, and 
masculinity. He suggests that individuals from countries that fall within a specific area on a 
cultural dimension are likely to exhibit behaviors and attitudes that are characteristic to that 
particular dimension.  For example, a person from a country that is high in individualism is likely 
to be more concerned with his or her own goals than an individual from a culture that is 
characterized as being more collectivistic.   
Power Distance 
 Power distance in a work setting refers to the degree colleagues fear to disagree with 
superiors, and with the type of decision-making subordinates prefer in their boss.  It also refers to 
how comfortable employees are with unequally distributed power.  Hofstede (1980) suggests that 
workers from countries that are high in power distance will prefer an authoritative manager or 
one that provides close supervision (Nasierowski & Mikula, 1998). In other words, workers will 
prefer a manager who makes decisions for them.  In contrast, workers from a country that is low 
in power distance are more likely to prefer a participative manager.  In other words, they will 
prefer a manager who allows them to participate in making decisions.  
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 A great deal of research has supported the link between power distance and managerial 
decision-making.  For example, Bochner and Hesketh (1994) revealed that managers from 
countries that were high in power distance used a “direct” style of supervision.   Robert, Probst, 
Martocchio, Drasgow, and Lawler (2000) found that when power distance is high, negative 
attitudes toward participation result. Because participation in goal setting involves individual 
decision-making, workers from countries high in power distance will prefer a manager who 
assigns work goals.  However, workers from countries low in power distance will prefer a 
manager who allows them to participate in goal setting.  
United States and Yugoslavia.  Hofstede’s (1980) research included several different 
countries including the United States and Yugoslavia.  Until 1991, Macedonia was part of 
Yugoslavia as Yugoslavia consisted of six republics that include Serbia, Montenegro, Bosnia, 
Slovenia, Croatia, and Macedonia.  Macedonia, like several other former Yugoslav republics, is 
now an independent country. The map presented in Figure 1 illustrates the location of Macedonia 
within Eastern Europe.   
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Figure 1. Map of Eastern Europe, 2002, National Geographic 
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 Although Yugoslavia was identified as being culturally opposite to the United States on 
all four dimensions of the Hofstede framework, power distance appears to be one of the most 
significant dimensions that affects the impact of employee participatory goal setting on 
performance because of its relationship to decision making.   
Company Size.  Hofstede (1980) further suggested that in smaller companies lower levels of 
power distance will exist; and that in larger companies higher levels of power distance will exist.  
This is because smaller companies tend to have a less centralized structure.  With fewer 
employees, small company employees often have more responsibility and their jobs are enlarged 
relative to their counterparts in large companies.   This results in a flatter organizational structure 
characteristic of relatively low levels of power distance.  Because low levels of power distance 
tend to result in a worker’s preference for a more consultative manager, it could be suggested 
that individuals who work in small companies will prefer participation in goal setting more than 
those individuals who work in large companies.   
Uncertainty Avoidance 
  In a work situation, uncertainty avoidance refers to the extent to which employees feel 
threatened by uncertain and ambiguous situations and the extent to which they try to avoid them.  
The level of risk taking, employment stability, and stress determines levels of uncertainty 
avoidance.  Nasierowski and Mikula  (1998) suggest there is a positive relationship between 
avoidance of responsibility and uncertainty avoidance.   
   Hofstede (1980) also suggests that uncertainty avoidance is related to decision-making.  
Specifically, individual decisions are viewed as risky and individuals from a country high in 
uncertainty avoidance are not very willing to take risks.  Individual decisions can specifically be 
related to participation in goal setting because workers are given the opportunity to make their 
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 own decisions regarding work goals.  It could, therefore, be suggested that workers from 
countries where uncertainty avoidance is high will view participation in goal setting as risky.  It 
could also be suggested that workers from countries where uncertainty avoidance is low will be 
less likely to view participation in goal setting as risky and would favor it over being given 
assigned goals.  Because Yugoslavia is ranked relatively higher than the United States in 
uncertainty avoidance (Hofstede, 1980), it could be suggested that workers from the United 
States will be more likely to prefer a participative manager than workers from Yugoslavia. 
Individualism 
 Individualism describes the relationship between the individual and the collectivity that 
prevails in a given society.  In some cultures, individualism is viewed positively, and is, 
therefore, a catalyst for competition and individuality.  In other societies it is viewed negatively 
and is a source of alienation. Individualism and collectivism are measured on a continuum.  
Within companies, the location on this continuum is determined by the amount of loyalty 
devoted to the organization by the employees and the level of employee commitment to 
organizational norms.  Within countries where individualism dominates, an employee’s 
individual initiative is viewed positively.  Within countries where collectivism dominates, an 
employee’s individual initiative is viewed negatively, and group decisions predominate.  This 
latter case is illustrated in countries such as Russia, China, and Brazil (Hofstede, 1980).  
 Schermerhorn and Bond (1997) suggest that in most countries individualism is 
associated with low power distance and that collectivism is associated with high power distance. 
In other words, in countries where such characteristics as individual initiative and competition 
are typical individuals will feel less comfortable with an unequal distribution of power in 
institutions and companies.  In countries where group decisions are more typical and competition 
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 is less intense individuals will feel more comfortable with an unequal distribution of power than 
their individualistic counterparts.   
Researchers have suggested that individuals from countries that are low in power distance 
and collectivistic will have improved performance when allowed to participate in group goal 
setting (Hofstede, 1980).  Because participation in goal setting often involves individual 
decision-making, those employees who live in countries where collectivism prevails may, 
therefore, view individual participation in goal setting negatively.  However, those employees 
who live in countries where individualism prevails may view participation in goal setting 
positively because individual decisions are generally favored within individualistic cultures.   
Levels of individualism not only vary among countries but also within countries. 
Vandello and Cohen (1999) found that patterns of individualism vary across the United States.  
For example, Mountain West and Great Plains states including Montana, Oregon, North Dakota, 
South Dakota, Nebraska, Wyoming, Colorado, Idaho, and Kansas tend to be more individualistic 
than deep southern states.  States located in the deep south including Louisiana, South Carolina, 
Mississippi, Georgia, Texas, Arkansas, Virginia, Alabama, North Carolina, and Tennessee tend 
to be more collectivistic.   
Goal Setting Theory and Hofstede’s Cultural Dimensions 
Although a large amount of research has been done on goal setting and participation in 
the United States, a relatively small amount of theory building and research has been done on 
goal setting and participation in other countries, especially in the Eastern European countries. 
Motivation has been studied extensively on American workers but relatively little research has 
been has been done on workers from other countries.  Culture is a critical variable to measure, 
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 because often, when the cultural background of management and subordinates differ, motivation 
may be low (Globokar, 1996).   
The cultural dimensions developed by Hofstede illustrate the differences between 
cultures and how cultural differences influence work behavior. Through his work, Hofstede 
established numerical values that represent a country’s location on each dimension.  According 
to the Hofstede framework, Yugoslavia is low in individualism, high in power distance, and high 
in uncertainty avoidance.  The United States, however, is high in individualism, low in power 
distance, and low in uncertainty avoidance (Hofstede, 1980).   More recently, Elenkov (1997) 
investigated these cultural dimensions within Russia and the United States. The results revealed 
that Russia is characterized by higher power distance and uncertainty avoidance in contrast to the 
United States.  Like Macedonia, Russia is a Slavic nation and was previously a communist 
nation.  It can be suggested that Russia and Macedonia might be culturally similar in many ways.  
In other words, like Russia, Macedonia may be higher in power distance and uncertainty 
avoidance than the United States.  
Welsh et al. (1993) studied the impact of “U.S.-based participative techniques” on 
Russian factory workers when workers were given the opportunity to provide input on how to 
improve their area of responsibility.  It was hypothesized that worker participation in decision-
making would not have a positive effect on the performance of the Russian factory workers.  
With the amount of fabric produced being the dependent variable, researchers initially measured 
baseline production and then proceeded to integrate employee participation in decision-making.  
Following the integration of employee participation in decision-making, researchers again 
measured production.  The hypothesis that participative decision-making would not have a 
positive effect on the performance of Russian factory workers was supported as the production of 
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 fabric fell below baseline. Welsh et al. (1993) suggested that the decrease in performance was 
because of high levels of collectivism that led to a fear of being rejected by co-workers.  It was 
also suggested that the workers feared that suggestions for improving performance would be 
misconstrued by their fellow co-workers as complaints.  
Several variables influence the impact of participation in goal setting on performance.  
Welsh et al. (1993) suggested that the culture within the country has a dramatic effect on the 
impact of participation.   This is because collectivism is associated with high levels of power 
distance.  Because individuals from countries where high levels of power distance exist are more 
likely to accept the unequal distribution of power within institutions and organizations, they may 
also be more likely to accept being given assigned goals than their counterparts from countries 
that are low in power distance. 
 Erez and Earley (1987) investigated participation in goal setting and its effect on goal 
acceptance in a cross-cultural context. Participants included Israel-Kibbutz, Israel-urban, and 
Americans.  The results suggested that the Israeli participants, who were classified as more 
collectivistic and lower in power distance, “reacted more adversely” to assigned goal setting as 
compared to the American participants.  Relative to their goals, the Israeli performed better than 
the American participants in the participative goal setting conditions.  Both the American and 
Israeli subjects had significantly lower acceptance for goals when the goals were assigned than 
when they were allowed to participate in goal setting.   
As previously mentioned, deep southern states tend to be more collectivistic than 
midwestern states (Vandello & Cohen, 1999).    Illustrating the influence of geographic location 
within the United States, Latham and Yukl (1975) compared the effects of participative and 
assigned goal setting on residents from North Carolina and the Oklahoma/Arkansas region.   
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 Logging crews primarily from North Carolina and with an average educational level of 7.2 years 
were matched on previous production and randomly assigned to a participative, assigned, or 
generalized “do your best” goal setting conditions.  The other sample included logging crews 
from the Oklahoma/ Arkansas region with an educational level ranging from 12-16 years who 
prior to the study had never set production goals.  The supervisors in the assigned goal-setting 
groups gave a specific hard goal to the logging crews without consulting their employees for 
advice 
 Latham and Yukl (1975) found that the group from North Carolina performed better in the 
participative goal-setting condition than in the assigned or “do your best” condition.   In this 
group, they set their goals much higher than those goals in the assigned goal setting condition.  
Goal attainment also occurred significantly more often in the participative goal-setting condition 
than in the assigned goal-setting condition for this group.  There was no significant difference in 
performance, goal difficulty, and frequency of goal attainment between the participative and 
assigned goal setting for the group from Oklahoma/Arkansas.   The authors suggest that the 
failure of goal setting to improve the performance of the Oklahoma/Arkansas crew may have 
been due to their education level, or other demographic variables confounded with education, 
such as the difficulty of establishing a goal-setting program in the Oklahoma region (Latham & 
Yukl, 1975).  Some researchers have suggested that elevated levels of collectivism are related to 
a preference for participation in decision-making (Haire, Ghiselli & Porter, 1966; Hofstede, 
1980).  
Pearson (1987) conducted a study to examine the effects of participative goal setting on 
performance and job satisfaction in Western Australia.   Australia had scores similar to those in 
the United States on all four dimensions of the Hofstede framework (Hofstede, 1980).  Pearson 
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 hypothesized that participative goal setting would lead to increased performance and increased 
job satisfaction.  The study involved 43 male railway workers who maintained a specific part of 
the railway system (Pearson, 1987). 
 Both control and experimental groups were established and individuals were randomly 
assigned to the groups. For 48 weeks, both the experimental and the control groups completed 
progress assessment questionnaires at intervals of six weeks.  The experimental groups were 
introduced to participative goal setting where they participated in establishing their first work 
plan.  Researchers allowed the experimental group to establish written work goals for the 
following 2 weeks (Pearson, 1987). Researchers further required that the experimental group 
assess their own progress in reaching their goals.  After 2 weeks, the worker’s company 
headquarters provided feedback regarding their progress in meeting their goals.  During each 
second week, the experimental groups established new task goals for the following 2 weeks 
(Pearson, 1987). 
 The perceived levels of participation by both the experimental and control groups were 
assessed.  Job satisfaction was also measured.   Performance was measured in both the 
experimental and control groups by assessing both planned and total performance.  It was 
revealed that those railway workers who participated in goal setting experienced greater job 
satisfaction than those who did not participate in goal setting.  Those who engaged in 
participative goal setting completed more work and established higher goals (Pearson, 1987). 
Summary 
While some researchers have suggested that participative goal setting may increase 
performance, goal acceptance, goal commitment, and job satisfaction others have suggested that 
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 participative goal setting has little effect on these variables. It is hoped that the present study will 
help clarify the effects of participation in goal setting.    
Previous empirical evidence (e.g., Latham & Locke, 1984; Erez et al. 1985; Pearson, 
1987) has revealed cultural differences in the effect of participative goal setting on performance.  
Although much research on goal setting has been done on American subjects, it is important to 
understand the effect of participative goal setting on performance, goal commitment, goal 
acceptance, and job satisfaction in other countries.  Although some researchers have endeavored 
to reveal the impact of participative goal setting in other countries, there has been no research 
done on the impact of participative goal setting in Macedonia.   
Although, researchers have analyzed worker behavior in Yugoslavia, Macedonia is no 
longer a part of Yugoslavia.  In addition, Macedonia is undergoing many changes in its attempts 
to transition from socialism to capitalism and these changes may influence worker behavior.  
These changes include:  a)a high unemployment rate exceeding unprecedented levels of 30% 
(State Statistical Office, 2002); b) the enforcement of few labor laws; c) societal pressures to 
implement capitalism; and d) workers’ experiencing significant pressure from their supervisors 
to produce. Because of these changes workers are generally not given the opportunity to 
determine their own work goals as the needs of the company often supercede those of the 
employees (personal communication, September 15, 2001).   
As Macedonia transitions from socialism to capitalism, it still remains dramatically 
different from the United States in its culture.  During the early 1970s when Hofstede (1980) 
analyzed survey results from various countries including the United States and Yugoslavia, both 
countries revealed themselves to be polar opposites on the four cultural dimensions previously 
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 discussed.   However, since that time, no research has been conducted to study the differences 
between the two countries.   
The proposed study investigated the effects of culture on the impact of participative goal 
setting on goal commitment, goal acceptance, satisfaction, and performance.  Three goals were 
set in this study:  1) to determine the effects of participation in goal setting on goal acceptance, 
goal commitment, satisfaction, and performance; 2) to determine if there are differences in the 
effects of participation in goal setting in the United States and Macedonia; and 3) to clarify 
inconsistencies regarding effects of participation in goal setting on performance, goal 
commitment, goal acceptance, and job satisfaction since there are many inconsistencies in the 
previous literature regarding these effects. 
 From these goals, several hypotheses were selected: 
1. Respondents from the United States will score significantly higher in  
performance, goal commitment, goal acceptance, and job satisfaction than respondents 
from Macedonia. 
2. Respondents who hypothetically participate in goal setting will score significantly higher 
on the four dependent variables than respondents who hypothetically participate in 
assigned goal setting.   
3.  Respondents who are instructed to imagine they are working in a small company will 
score significantly higher on the four dependent variables than respondents who are 
instructed to imagine they are working in a large company. 
4. Due to differences in power distance, when respondents from the United States 
hypothetically participate in goal setting, they will score significantly higher on the four 
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 dependent variables than respondents from Macedonia who hypothetically participate in 
goal setting.  
5. When respondents from Macedonia hypothetically participate in assigned goal setting, 
they will score significantly higher on the four dependent variables than respondents from 
the United States who hypothetically participate in assigned goal setting. 
6. Using multiple regression techniques, the predictor variables of power distance, 
uncertainty avoidance, individualism, age, education, and gender will increase predictive 
ability on the criterion variables of performance, goal commitment, goal acceptance, and 
job satisfaction. 
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 CHAPTER 2 
METHOD 
Participants 
A total of one hundred seventy-six individuals (64 male, 112 female) from two separate 
countries participated in this study.  In addition, 4 participants were excluded; 2 for incomplete 
surveys and 2 because their national origin was not the United States or Macedonia.  Of the 176 
participants in this study 86 (48.9%) were American and 90 (51.1%) were Macedonian.  The 
participants from the United States consisted of workers from three factories located in the 
southeast with an average size of 120 employees.  These factories included:  a) a variety meat 
manufacturer; b) a sausage manufacturer; and 3) an adhesive-tape manufacturer.  Company “a” 
and “b” owners agreed to allow the survey to be administered to both first and second shift 
employees in groups during their break time.  A 24-year-old male graduate student administered 
the survey to employees from factories “a” and “b.  The Plant Manager from Company “c” 
agreed to allow both first and second shift employees to be administered the survey in groups at 
the beginning of their shift.    A 25-year old female graduate student administered the survey to 
employees from factory “c”.  The Macedonians consisted of workers from 11 textile factories, 
producing both work and casual clothing, with an average size of 200 employees located in the 
northeast portion of Macedonia.  First shift employees from the Macedonian factories were 
administered the survey during their break.  A 29-year old Macedonian male business owner 
administered the survey to all participants working in Macedonian factories.   Factories in both 
the United States and Macedonia were selected out of convenience. The average age of the 
American participant was 36 years and 5 months and the average age of the Macedonian 
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 participant was 27 years and 6 months.  Table 1 illustrates the distribution of age for the 
participants from the United States and Macedonia.   
Table 1.  Age Distribution of Participants from the United 
States and Macedonia 
   
Age United States Macedonia 
Under 20 0 11 
20-24 3 10 
25-29 13 18 
30-34 9 14 
35-39 17 8 
40-49 21 11 
50-59 3 6 
60 or over   0 
 
Among the participants, 64  (35.8%) were male and 112 (63.6%) were female.  Fifty-five (64%) 
of the participants from the United States were male and 31 (36%) were female.  Eight (9%) of 
the participants from Macedonia were male and 81 (91%) of the participants were female.  The 
average years of education for the American participants was 12 .6 years and the average years 
of education for the Macedonian participant was 14.1.  Table 2 illustrates the distribution of 
education level for participants from the United States and participants from Macedonia.   
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 Table 2. Education Distribution of Participants from the  
United States and Macedonia  
   
Education United States Macedonia 
10 years or less 6 7 
11 years 3 0 
12 years 47 2 
13 years 7 10 
14 years 13 52 
15 years 4 1 
16 year 4 7 
17 years 1 2 
18 years or over 1 7 
 
Independent Variables 
The effects of nationality, level of participation in goal setting, and company size on 
performance, goal commitment, goal acceptance, and job satisfaction was investigated.     
Nationality was defined as the national origin of an individual.  Nationality was verified through 
the use of two demographic questions regarding nationality and nationality at birth.  Only those 
participants whose response to these questions matched the location of the company in the 
scenario were used. Level of participation in goal setting was divided into two separate 
conditions:  high and none/assigned.  High level of participation in goal setting was defined as 
the employees being solely responsible for setting work goals.  The assigned goal-setting group 
was defined as the employees having no responsibility for setting work goals, where the 
employer sets goals for them.   
The levels of participation in goal setting were presented to the participants in the form of 
scenarios (Appendix A).  Eight scenarios were developed.  In each scenario, location of 
company, level of participation in goal setting, and company size were varied.  To determine 
company size, government standards were considered.  According to the United States 
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 Department of Labor, a small business is classified as having 500 employees or fewer and a large 
company has more than 500 employees.  The Macedonian Privatization Agency classifies a 
small business as employing fewer than 50 individuals, and a large business as employing over 
250 individuals. Because the government standards were not specific enough for this study, a 
pilot study was conducted where students from a regional southeastern university were asked 
what they considered a large company to be and what they considered a small company to be 
(see Table 3).   
Table 3.  Perception of a Small and Large Company 
   
Measures of  Company Size 
Central Tendency Small Large 
Mean 211.294 3972.794 
Median 100 1000 
Mode 100 1000 
 
The mode and median were identical for the small company (100) and the median and mode 
were identical for the large company (1000).  However, it was believed by the author that the 
difference between 100 and 1000 was not large enough to create dramatically diverse levels of 
the independent variable.  An estimate of the mean (4000) of the large company was used 
instead.  Therefore, for the American participants, the small company was presented as having 
100 employees and the large company was presented as having 4000 employees.  Because 
Macedonia classifies a small business as having fewer than 50 employees, the number of 
employees perceived by university students to exist in a small company and a large company 
could not be used. However, the ratio between the number of employees in a small company and 
the number of employees in a large company (1:40) as believed by university students was used.  
In the European scenarios, the small company in Macedonia was presented as having 50 
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 employees, while the large company in Macedonia was presented as having 250 employees.  
These figures coincide with the standards set by the Macedonian Privatization Agency.   
Dependent Variables 
Four questions followed each scenario (Appendix B).  These questions were the dependent 
variables of performance, goal acceptance, goal commitment, and satisfaction.  Performance was 
measured on a 7-point rating scale.  The end anchors were:  I anticipate this work situation would 
greatly lower my performance (1) and I anticipate this work situation would greatly increase my 
performance (7).  Goal acceptance was measured on a 7-point rating scale.  End anchors were:  I 
would definitely not accept this goal setting policy (1) and I would definitely accept this goal 
setting policy (7). Goal commitment was measured on a 7-point rating scale.  The end anchors 
were:  I would definitely not be committed to these goals (1) and I would definitely be 
committed to these goals (7).  Satisfaction was measured on a 7-point rating scale.  End anchors 
were:  I would not be very satisfied (1) and I would be very satisfied (7).   
Value Survey Module 
To increase the understanding of international differences in work values, Hofstede 
(1980) analyzed data from over 116,000 people from 66 different countries who were 
administered the HERMES “Attitude Survey Questionnaire”. Hofstede determined cultural 
dimensions first through theoretical reasoning and then through ecological correlational analysis.  
He indicated that theoretical reasoning held greater value than a factor analysis because “finding 
a strong factor just means that many variables are intercorrelated, not that they mean anything” 
(Hofstede, 1980 p.77).  Once he determined the dimensions through theoretical reasoning and 
ecological correlational analysis, he used a factor analysis as a method for verifying the number 
of dimensions and reducing the number of questions.  His first factor analysis revealed the 
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 existence of four factors.  He then decided to eliminate some questions that he reasoned were 
unrelated to what he called “value”.  Upon reducing the number of questions, he conducted 
another factor analysis.  This Factor analysis revealed three factors.  These factors include what 
he called; 1) “Individualism-low Power Distance”; 2)“ Masculinity”; 3) “Uncertainty 
Avoidance”.  However Hofstede concluded “in spite of the fact that Power Distance and 
Individualism load on the same factor, I shall continue treating them as two dimensions because 
they are conceptually distinct” (Hofstede, 1980, p.84).   
This questionnaire was later slightly modified and called the Value Survey Module 
(VSM).     Hofstede (1994) suggests that a country’s location on each of the cultural dimensions 
is determined by scores on a series of questions from the VSM. First, the average response for 
each question must be calculated.  Second, the average score for each question is placed within 
the corresponding question number located in the parentheses of the equation.  Third, the score 
for each dimension is then calculated by using the appropriate formula.  The formula for 
uncertainty avoidance is:  +25m(13) +20m(16) –50m(18) –15m(19) +120 (positive 25 multiplied 
by the mean of question 13, plus positive 20 multiplied by the mean of question 16, minus 
positive 15 multiplied by the mean of question 19, plus 120).  The formula for power distance is:  
–35m(03) +35m(06) +25m(14) –20m(17) –20 (negative 35 multiplied by the mean of question 3, 
plus positive 35 multiplied by the mean of question 6, plus positive 25 multiplied by the mean of 
question 14, minus 20 multiplied by the mean of question 17, minus 20).  The formula for 
individualism is:   –50m(01) +30m(02) +20m(04) –25m(08) +130 (negative 50 multiplied by the 
mean of question 1, plus positive 30 multiplied by the mean of question 2, plus positive 20 
multiplied by the mean of question 4, minus 25 multiplied by the mean of question 8, plus 130). 
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 By analyzing the responses, Hofstede’s (1994) VSM has been utilized to assess cultural 
dimensions in a variety of countries (Erez & Earley, 1987; Nasierowski, & Mikula, 1998; Robert 
et al., 2000; Todeva, 1999; Winch, Millar, & Clifton, 1997).  For example, Nasierowski and 
Mikula (1998) used Hofstede’s VSM to measure power distance, uncertainty avoidance, and 
individualism within the eastern European country of Poland.   Robert et al. (2000) used 
Hofstede’s VSM to investigate the level of power distance and individualism in the United 
States, Mexico, Poland, and India.  The present study used a revised version of Hofstede’s (1994) 
VSM to measure power distance, uncertainty avoidance, and individualism (see Appendix C).  
Copyright permission for this survey was granted by the Institute for Research on Intercultural 
Cooperation (see Appendix D).   
The Packet 
Demographic questions were presented at the end of the packet (see Appendix E). The 
demographic questions were about the participant’s gender, age, education level, nationality, and 
nationality at birth.  Presentation of the scenarios, the Value Survey Module, and demographic 
questions was made through the use of packets.  Each packet consisted of a set of instructions, 
one scenario, four corresponding questions, Hofstede’s (1994) Value Survey Module, and 
demographic questions. Eight forms of packets were created to correspond with country, level of 
participation in goal setting, and company size.  Two language versions of the packet were used.  
Scenarios, questions measuring the dependent variables, Hofstede’s (1994) VSM and 
demographic questions were translated by an individual fluent in both the written and spoken 
English and Macedonian.  Two individuals who were native to Macedonia verified translation; 
one was fluent in written and spoken English and the other had minimal English speaking skills.  
Order of contents within each packet was uniform in that each scenario and corresponding the 
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 questions were followed by the Value Survey Module, and the demographic questions.  Packets 
were in a prearranged order.   Subjects were randomly assigned to scenarios as they walked into 
the testing area in a random order. 
Reliability Study 
 Because the reliability of these scenarios was unknown, a separate reliability study was 
conducted using only one scenario, the United States-small company-participation scenario.  The 
participants were 11 female workers from a variety of professions ranging from secretarial to 
professional.  The questionnaire was administered twice to the same subjects, with 12 days 
between administrations.  In order to match the two questionnaires completed by each subject 
while maintaining anonymity, subjects were asked to write a 4-digit identification number on the 
questionnaires at both administrations.  Pearson r correlation coefficients were computed and all 
four dependent variables had r-values above +.47.  Specifically, question 1 had an r value of 
+.71; question 2 had an r value of +.47; question 3 had an r value +.70; and question 4 had an r 
value of +.61.   
Procedure 
 All American company managers introduced the researcher to the employees by telling them 
that the researcher was from East Tennessee State University and was working on a research 
project.  All Macedonian company managers introduced the researcher to the employees by 
telling them that they were conducting research. Managers from both the American and 
Macedonian companies told the employees that access to the results would not be given to the 
employers.  The manager then left the room and allowed the researcher to address the employees 
directly.  The following statement was made to the participants in either English or Macedonian: 
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 Hello, My name is ___________.  I am conducting a study and appreciate your 
participation.  Your responses to these questions will remain completely anonymous.  No 
one will know what your responses to these questions are, so please do not put your name on 
the packet. Your participation is voluntary.  You do not have to do this.   If at any time you 
wish to stop participation, you may do so.  However, it is important that you fill out the 
questionnaire completely. I will now be passing out packets to each individual.  Please 
follow the directions given throughout the packet.  If you have any questions, please let me 
know.   
The employers were not given the results of the questionnaire.  The subjects were not debriefed 
as it was believed that debriefing may cause the employer to seek the results which in turn may 
influence the way the employees are treated in the future.     
Experimental Design 
The experimental design was a 2 X 2 X 2 between groups factorial with unequal cell sizes. 
The independent variables were nationality (2 levels:  American and Macedonian), company size 
(2 levels:  small and large), and level of participation in goal setting (2 levels:  high and 
assigned/none).  The factor of nationality was a demographic variable and company size was a 
stimulus variable.  The levels of participation in goal setting were stimulus variables.  The 
dependent variables were rated performance, acceptance, commitment, and satisfaction.  Each 
dependent variable was measured on a 7-point rating scale.  Overall, a MANOVA using the Roy 
Bargman Stepdown Procedure was used to examine the results.  The alpha level was set at p < 
.05.  To determine if the dependent variables were related a correlation matrix was computed.  
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 The predictor variables involving the independent variables, demographic variables, uncertainty 
avoidance, power distance, and individualism were used in a multiple regression analysis to 
determine whether the predictability on the four criterion variables could be improved.   
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 CHAPTER 3 
RESULTS 
 
Hypothesis 1 
The hypothesis that respondents from the United States would score significantly higher in 
performance, goal commitment, goal acceptance, and job satisfaction than respondents from 
Macedonia was supported.  The MANOVA results indicated a significant effect for country on 
performance F (1, 165)=6.511, p<. 05, goal acceptance F (1, 165)=4.616, p<.05, and goal 
commitment F (1, 165)=18.747, p<.001.  No significant results were indicated for job 
satisfaction, F (1, 165)=2.434 (See TABLE 4).  Descriptive statistics are provided in Table 5.  
 
 
Table 4.  Manova Results for Levels of Performance, Goal Commitment, Goal Acceptance, and 
Job Satisfaction as a Function of Country 
 
Variable   df            SS       MS     F 
 
Performance  1        422.15       2.51    6.511*  
Acceptance  1  468.95               2.79      4.615*  
Commitment  1        397.48       2.35    18.746**  
Satisfaction  1  572.70       3.41    2.434 
 
*p<.05   **p<.01 
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 Table 5.  Descriptive Statistics for Levels of Performance, Commitment, Goal 
Acceptance, and Job Satisfaction as a Function of Country 
          
  Country 
 United States Macedonia 
Variable Mean Sd Mean Sd 
Performance 4.51 1.55 3.87 1.58 
Goal Commitment 5.15 1.43 3.83 1.61 
Goal Acceptance 4.78 1.61 3.9 1.72 
Job Satisfaction 4.39 1.78 3.59 1.88 
 
Hypothesis 2 
The hypothesis that respondents who hypothetically participated in goal setting will score 
significantly higher on performance, goal acceptance, goal commitment, and job satisfaction than 
respondents who hypothetically participated in assigned goal setting was not supported.  The 
MANOVA results indicated non-significance for performance, F (1, 165)=.743, goal acceptance, 
F (1, 165) =1.951, goal commitment, F (1, 165)=. 273, and job satisfaction, F (1, 165)=1.412.   
Hypothesis 3 
The hypothesis that respondents who are instructed to imagine that they were working in a 
small company will score significantly higher on performance, goal acceptance, goal 
commitment, and job satisfaction than respondents who were instructed to imagine they were 
working in a large company was not supported.  The MANOVA results indicated non-
significance for performance, F (1, 165)=.010, goal acceptance, F (1, 165)=1.458, goal 
commitment, F (1, 165)=.114, and job satisfaction, F (1, 165)=.105.   
Hypothesis 4 
The hypothesis that respondents from the United States who hypothetically participate in 
goal setting will score significantly higher in performance, goal acceptance, goal commitment, 
and job satisfaction than respondents from Macedonia who hypothetically participate in goal 
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 setting was not supported.  The MANOVA results indicated non-significance for performance, F 
(1,168)=1.047, goal acceptance, F (1, 167)=. 027, goal commitment, F (1, 166)=1.310, and job 
satisfaction, F (1, 165)=. 003.   
Hypothesis 5 
The hypothesis that respondents from Macedonia who hypothetically participate in assigned 
goal setting, will score significantly higher in performance, goal acceptance, goal commitment, 
and job satisfaction than respondents from the United States who hypothetically participate in 
assigned goal setting was not supported.  The MANOVA results indicated non-significance for 
performance, F (1, 168)=1.047,goal commitment, F (1, 166)=1.310, goal acceptance, F (1, 
167)=.026, and job satisfaction, F (1, 165)=.998. 
Hypothesis 6 
The hypothesis that multiple regression techniques involving predictor variables of power 
distance, uncertainty avoidance, individualism, country, level of participation, company size, 
age, gender, and education will improve predictions on performance, goal commitment, goal 
acceptance, and job satisfaction was partially supported.   
Because the calculation of dimension scores on Hofstede’s (1994) instrument resulted in no 
variability and the measurements from power distance, uncertainty avoidance, and individualism 
originated from a combination of the VSM questions, individual Value Survey Module questions 
were analyzed instead.   After eliminating non-significant factors, a multiple regression analysis 
was conducted to evaluate how well country, question 7, question 10, question 13, and question 
14 predicted performance.  The linear combination of predictors was significantly related to 
performance, F (5, 170)=8.38, p<.001.  The sample multiple correlation coefficient was .45, 
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 indicating that approximately 20% of the variance in performance can be accounted for by the 
linear combination of country, question 7, question 10, questions 13, and question 14.   
Table 6 provides indices of the relative strength of individual predictors. Four of the 
correlations were negative and one of the correlations was positive. All of the predictors were 
significant (p<.05).  Country accounted for 4% of the variance for performance.  Question 7 
accounted for 3% of the variance for performance.  Question 10 accounted for 3% of the 
variance for performance.  Question 13 accounted for less than 1% of the variance in 
performance.  Question 14 accounted for 6 % of the variance in performance.   
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Table 6.  The Bivariate and Partial Correlations for the Predictors of Performance 
             
 
                       Correlation between  each  
    Correlation between each            predictor and performance  
Predictors  predictor and performance   controlling for all other predictors 
                     
Country     -.20*        -.18* 
Question 7    -.17***        -.27*** 
Question 10     .16**         .24** 
Question 13    -.004*         .17* 
Question 14    -.24***        -.33*** 
                     
*p,.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001   
________________________________________________________________________ 
   
 
Because the calculation of dimension scores on Hofstede’s instrument resulted in no 
variability and the measurements from power distance, uncertainty avoidance, and individualism 
originated from a combination of the VSM questions, individual Value Survey Module questions 
were analyzed instead.  After eliminating non-significant factors, a multiple regression analysis 
was conducted to evaluate how well country, question 7, question 10, question 13, and question 
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 14 predicted goal commitment.  The linear combination of predictors was significantly related to 
goal commitment, F (5, 170)=11.447, p<.001.  The sample multiple correlation coefficient was 
.50, indicating that approximately 25% of the variance in goal commitment can be accounted for 
by the linear combination of country, question 7, question 10, question 13, and question 14.   
Table 7 provides indices of the relative strength of individual predictors. Three of the 
correlations were negative and two of the correlations were positive.  All of the predictors were 
significant (p <05).  Country accounted for 7% of the variance in goal commitment.  Question 7 
accounted for 15% of the variance in goal commitment.  Question 7 accounted for 4% of the 
variance in goal commitment.  Question 10 accounted for 3% of the variance in goal 
commitment.  Question 13 accounted for less than 1% of the variance in goal commitment.  
Question 14 accounted for less than 1% of goal commitment.  On the basis of these correlational 
analyses one can conclude that country is the strongest predictor by a significant amount.   
 
Table 7. The Bivariate and Partial Correlations of the Predictors for Goal Commitment 
______________________________________________________________________________   
                    Correlation between each  
          Correlation between each       predictor and goal commitment 
Predictors  predictor and goal commitment    controlling for all other predictors 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Country     -.40***         -.37*** 
Question 7    -.19***         -.24** 
Question 10     .18***          .25*** 
Question 13     .06*          .17* 
Question 14    -.07*         -.19*  
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
*p,<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001       
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Because the calculation of dimension scores on Hofstede’s (1980) instrument resulted in 
no variability and the measurements from power distance, uncertainty avoidance, and 
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 individualism originated from a combination of the VSM questions, individual Value Survey 
Module questions were analyzed instead.  After eliminating non-significant factors, a multiple 
regression analysis was conducted to evaluate how well country, question 7, question 10, 
question 14, and question 20 predicted goal acceptance.  The linear combination of predictors 
was significantly related to goal acceptance, F (5, 170)=10.69, p<..001.  The sample multiple 
correlation coefficient was .49, indicating that approximately 24% of the variance in goal 
acceptance can be accounted for by the linear combination of country, question 7, question 10, 
question 14, and question 20.   
Table 8 provides indices of the relative strength of individual predictors. Three of the 
correlations were negative and two of the correlations were positive.  All of the predictors were 
significant (p<.05).  Country accounted for 7% of the variance in goal acceptance.  Question 7 
accounted for 6% of the variance in goal acceptance.  Question 10 accounted for 3% of the 
variance in goal acceptance.  Question 14 accounted for 3% of the variance in goal acceptance.  
Question 20 accounted for less than 1% of the variance in goal acceptance.   
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 ____________________________________________________________________________ 
Table 8. The Bivariate and Partial Correlations for Predictors of Goal Acceptance 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
                    Correlation between each  
      Correlation between each       predictor and goal acceptance 
Predictors  predictor and goal acceptance   controlling for all other predictors 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
Country     -.26***         -.25***  
Question 7    -.24***         -.34*** 
Question 10     .18**          .29*** 
Question 14    -.17***         -.28*** 
Question 20     .005*          .18*  
____________________________________________________________________________ 
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001   
____________________________________________________________________________
     
Because the calculation of dimension scores on Hofstede’s instrument resulted in no 
variability and the measurements from power distance, uncertainty avoidance, and individualism 
originated from a combination of the VSM questions, individual Value Survey Module questions 
were analyzed instead.  After eliminating non-significant factors, a multiple regression analysis 
was conducted to evaluate how well country, question 5, question 7, question 13, and question 
14 predicted job satisfaction.  The linear combination of predictors was significantly related to 
goal acceptance, F (5, 170)= 10.014, p<.001.  The sample multiple correlation coefficient was 
.48, indicating that approximately 23% of the variance in goal acceptance can be accounted for 
by the linear combination of country, question 5, question 7, question 13, and question 14.   
Table 9 provides indices to indicate the relative strength of individual predictors. Four of the 
correlations were negative and 1 of the correlations was positive.  All of the predictors were 
significant (p<05).  Country accounted for 5% of the variance in job satisfaction. Question 5 
accounted for less than 1% of the variance in job satisfaction.  Question 7 accounted for 10% of 
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 the variance in job satisfaction.  Question 13 accounted for 1% of the variance in job satisfaction.  
Question 14 accounted for less than 1% of the variance in job satisfaction.   
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Table 9 The Bivariate and Partial Correlations for Predictors of Job Satisfaction 
____________________________________________________________________________
                        Correlation between each  
      Correlation between each          predictor and job satisfaction 
Predictors  predictor and job satisfaction   controlling for all other predictors 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
Country     -.22*         -.16*  
Question 5    -.06**         -.23** 
Question 7    -.31***         -.39*** 
Question 13     .11***          .26***  
Question 14    -.09***         -.26***  
___________________________________________________________________________ 
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001  
____________________________________________________________________________ 
Correlations 
Correlation coefficients were computed among the 30 variables, including country, company 
size, level of participation in goal setting, gender, age, education, performance, goal 
commitment, goal acceptance, job satisfaction, and questions 1-20 from the Value Survey 
Module.    The results of the correlational analyses indicated that 49 of the 225 correlations were 
significant, p < .01 and were greater to or equal to .35.  In general, the results suggest that 
individuals who score high in performance will also score high in goal commitment, (p<.001, 
r=.64) and job satisfaction (p<.001, r=.57).  The results also suggest that individuals who score 
high in job satisfaction will also score high in goal commitment (p<.001, r=.77).  Additionally, 
VSM questions 1-9 tended to be highly correlated.   
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 Hofstede’s (1994) VSM 
 
 Analyzing the above results from the multiple regression analysis, the impact of country 
was very understandable since the MANOVA already indicated that country was a significant 
independent variable.  However, the question becomes why question 7, 10, 13, and 14 were such 
significant predictors.  Looking at Hofstede’s (1994) formulas (Table 10), question 7 and 
question 10 were not related to any dimension, question 13 affected Uncertainty Avoidance, and 
question 14 added to the Power Distance score.  If two questions were not related to any 
dimension and the other two questions each related to only one dimension why were these 
questions predicting the four dependent variables?  To clarify the problem, a factor analysis was 
conducted on Hofstede’s (1994) instrument.  The results clearly showed that our dimensions did 
not match his dimensions.   
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 Table 10.  VSM Questions Used to Calculate Individualism, Power Distance,  
and Uncertainty Avoidance   
    
VSM Question Number Individualism Power Distance 
Uncertainty 
Avoidance 
1 XXX   
2 XXX   
3  XXX  
4 XXX   
5    
6  XXX  
7    
8 XXX   
9    
10    
11    
12    
13   XXX 
14  XXX  
15    
16   XXX 
17  XXX  
18   XXX 
19   XXX 
20       
 
Specifically, the dimensionality of 20 questions from Hofstede’s (1994) Value Survey 
Module was analyzed using maximum likelihood factor analysis (See Table 11).  Three criteria 
were used to determine the number of factors to rotate:  the a priori hypothesis that the measure 
contained 5 dimensions. The scree plot indicated that the initial hypothesis of 5 dimensions was 
correct.  Two factors were rotated using Varimax rotation procedure.  The rotated solution, as 
shown in Table 9, indicated 5 interpretable factors.  These factors include the following 
interpretable factors:  ideal work environment, personal determination, traditionalism, current 
work environment, and locus of control.  The ideal work environment factor accounted for 
27.37% of the total variance.  The personal determination factor accounted for 9.24% of the total 
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 variance.  The traditionalism factor accounted for 8.87% of the total variance.  The current work 
environment factor accounted for 7.74% of the total variance.  The locus of control variable 
accounted for 6.73% of the total variance. No item loaded on more than one factor.   
_________________________________________________________________ 
 
Table 11. Loadings on New Factors Using Hofstede’s (1994) VSM Questions 
_________________________________________________________________ 
New Factors 
_________________________________________________________________ 
               Ideal Work       Personal                  Current   Work               Locus 
Questions     Environment   Determination      Traditionalism     Environment        of Control 
1 
2   .772 
3   .694 
4    
5 
6   .738 
7   .841 
8   .663 
9           .580 
10               .620 
11          .681 
12 
13                 .516 
14                        .648 
15                      .552 
16 
17             
18 
19 
20                 .554 
 
_________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 50 
 CHAPTER 4 
DISCUSSION 
Hypothesis 1 
The hypothesis that respondents from the United States would score significantly higher 
on goal commitment, goal acceptance, job satisfaction, and performance than respondents from 
Macedonia was supported.  This supports Welsh, Luthans, and Sommer’s (1993) premise that  
“What is true for American workers in the U.S. is not always true for workers from other 
countries” (p. 59).  Lower levels of goal commitment, goal acceptance, job satisfaction, and 
performance in the in Macedonia may be due to several factors including the overall economic 
state of the country as well as the work atmosphere as Macedonia transitions from socialism to 
capitalism.  While Macedonia has many labor laws, these labor laws are reportedly not enforced 
and many workers feel an enormous pressure to meet unrealistic performance goals while not 
being compensated for their efforts.   Many workers are trapped in a situation where they can 
either be pressured to meet unrealistic work goals while being paid a small amount or become 
unemployed (B. Lazarov, personal communication, September 15, 2001).   
Workers from the United States, however, do not experience such inequitable work and 
compensation plans.  Because of enforced labor laws, employees are less frequently exploited as 
they are generally more fairly compensated for their work.  It could, therefore, be assumed that 
in general, American workers feel more committed to their work goals, more accepting of their 
work goals, more satisfied with their jobs, and more likely to perform at higher levels than 
employees from Macedonia who are subjected to a less favorable work environment.  These 
results support Herzberg’s Two Factor Theory of Motivation which would suggest that when 
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 basic “hygiene” factors, such as pay, working conditions, and pension plans, are not fulfilled to 
the expectations of the workers, they will be dissatisfied.   
Hypothesis 2 
The hypothesis that respondents who hypothetically participate in goal setting will score 
significantly higher on the four dependent variables than respondents who hypothetically 
participate in assigned goal setting was not supported.  While researchers such as Locke suggest 
that there is little difference between performance when goals are assigned and performance 
when goals are set with worker participation, many researchers have suggested that such a 
difference does exists (Erez & Arad, 1986; Latham & Yukl 1975; Levine, 1990).  This study 
supports Locke’s premise that there is no difference between participation and assigned goal 
setting.  In addition, these results do not support previous research that indicated that when 
workers are given the opportunity to participate in goal setting, goal commitment often occurs 
(Ambrose et al.1999; Hinzz, Kalnbach, Lorentz, 1997; Locke, 1996).  To help explain this result, 
participants may have responded to the scenarios with their focus’ being on the type of work 
being done as opposed to the level of goal setting.  This may have lead to no significant 
difference between participative and assigned goals setting because that may not have been the 
participants’ focus.   
Hypothesis 3 
The hypothesis that respondents who are instructed to imagine they are working in a 
small company will score significantly higher on the four dependent variables than respondents 
who are instructed to imagine they are working in a large company was not supported.  As noted 
in the introduction, Hofstede (1980) suggested that in smaller companies lower levels of power 
distance will exist, and that in larger companies higher levels of power distance will exist. This is 
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 because with fewer employees, small company’ employees often have more responsibility and 
their jobs are enlarged relative to their counterparts in large companies.  This results in a flatter 
organizational structure, which was suggested by Hofstede to generally lead to lower levels of 
power distance.  Because low levels of power distance tend to result in a worker’s preference for 
a more consultative manager, it was, therefore, hypothesized that those individuals who work in 
small companies will prefer participation in goal setting more than those individuals who work in 
large companies.   
Non-significant results in this study may be due to the nature of the scenarios, as they may 
not have created a clear enough image in the mind of the reader regarding company size.  The 
number of employees represented in the large and small companies may not have been dramatic 
enough in the mind of the reader to create a perception about the hypothetical work situation.  In 
addition, company size may have had a greater impact on the four dependent variables if the 
participant’s actual company size were taken into consideration as opposed to the presentation of 
company size in the scenario.  It may have been difficult for participants to imagine working in a 
company that employs a different number of employees than the company that they actually 
work in.   
Hypothesis 4 
The hypothesis that respondents from the United States who hypothetically participate in 
goal setting will score significantly higher on the four dependent variables than respondents from 
Macedonia who hypothetically participates in goal setting was not supported.  No difference in 
the effect of participative goal setting vs. assigned goal setting on the four dependent variables 
was evident.  These results in conjunction with the significant results that workers from the 
United States will overall score significantly higher in the four dependent variables suggest that 
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 participative goal setting is no more effective at increasing dependent variable scores than 
assigned goal setting. Furthermore, other work environment variables may have a greater impact 
on the four dependent variables than the level of employee participation in goal setting.  Such 
work variables include “motivators” suggested by Herzberg’s Two Factor Theory of Motivation 
and may include work ethic, sense of accomplishment, the amount of feedback, competition, and 
job complexity (Herzberg et al., 1959).  Participation in goal setting may be more effective at 
enhancing the four dependent variables when combined with other managerial strategies that 
facilitate the workers’ ability to self-actualize.  Additionally, it is also possible that gender may 
influence the effect of participation in goal setting on the four dependent variables.  While 64% 
of the participants from the United States were males, 90% of the participants from Macedonia 
were females.  Different results may have occurred if the distribution of gender was more even 
across the two countries.   
Hypothesis 5 
The hypothesis that respondents from Macedonia who hypothetically participate in 
assigned goal setting will score significantly higher on the four dependent variables than 
respondents from the United States who hypothetically participated in assigned goal setting was 
not supported.  These results in conjunction with the results indicating that employees who 
hypothetically participated in goal setting do not score significantly higher on the four dependent 
variables than respondents who hypothetically participate in assigned goal setting lead to two 
conclusions:  1) Macedonia and the United States may not be as culturally different as believed.  
The power distance scores of the United States (6.05 out of a scale of approximately 100) and 
Macedonia ( .3 out of a scale of approximately 100) revealed that little difference exists in their 
scores and that both participants from the United States and Macedonia are low in power 
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 distance; and 2) Low levels of power distance may not directly influence an employees’ 
preference in participative verses assigned goal setting.  Because low power distance is 
associated with an employee preference for a more consultative type of manager (Hofstede, 
1980), it was believed that individuals from countries that are low in power distance would score 
higher on the four dependent variables when given the opportunity to participate in goal setting 
than those who are given assigned goals.  However, while Macedonia and the United States are 
both low in power distance, there is no difference in performance, goal commitment, goal 
acceptance, and job satisfaction when participating in goal setting verses being given assigned 
goals. As previously mentioned, it is also possible that gender may influence the effect of 
participation in goal setting verses assigned goal setting on the four dependent variables.  
Different results may have occurred if the distribution of gender was more even across the two 
countries.   
Hypothesis 6 
The hypothesis that through the use of multiple regression techniques power distance, 
uncertainty avoidance, individualism, age, education, and gender will predict outcomes on 
performance, goal acceptance, job satisfaction, and goal commitment was partially supported.  
Question 7, “In choosing an ideal job, how important would it be for you to have an opportunity 
for advancement to higher level jobs” significantly predicted performance, goal commitment, 
goal acceptance, and job satisfaction.  It is interesting that the opportunity for advancement to 
higher-level jobs significantly predicts performance, goal commitment, goal acceptance, and job 
satisfaction.  These results support Herzberg’s Two Factor Theory of Motivation, which suggests 
that employees are most satisfied when they are able to reach their fullest potential (Herzberg et 
al., 1959).  It could further be suggested that when employees are given the opportunity for 
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 advancement they are not only working towards organizational goals, they are also working 
towards their personal goal of reaching their fullest potential.  The multiple regression results 
expand on Herzberg’s (1959) Two Factor Theory of Motivation and suggest that when 
employees are given the opportunity for advancement to higher level jobs, not only will 
satisfaction increase, but so will performance, goal acceptance, and goal commitment.  
Question 13, “ How often do you feel nervous or tense at work?”, significantly predicts 
scores on performance, goal commitment, and job satisfaction. This question does not 
significantly predict goal acceptance. Herzberg’s Two Factor Theory of Motivation suggests that 
“hygiene factors” are related to extrinsic variables.  In other words, Herzberg suggests that 
variables outside of ourselves will influence our level of dissatisfaction with work. One may 
equate nervousness at work with hygiene factors.   These hygiene factors include extrinsic 
variables that can dictate our security such as pay, health insurance, working conditions, and 
pension plans.  Herzberg suggests that while these extrinsic variables may not lead to job 
satisfaction, they can lead to the lack of dissatisfaction (Herzberg et al., 1959).   Based on the 
results from the regression analysis, it could possibly be suggested that when workers do not feel 
nervous or tense at work, they will be more likely to be satisfied. This does not necessarily 
contradict Herzberg’s Two Factor Theory of Motivation because participants were not asked 
how likely they would be dissatisfied or not dissatisfied.   These results can be related to the 
discrepancy in performance, goal commitment, goal acceptance, and job satisfaction between the 
United States and Macedonia.  While participants from the United States enjoy enforced labor 
laws and relatively fair pay, participants from Macedonia do not.   
 Question 14, “ How frequently, in your experience, are subordinates afraid to express 
disagreement with their superiors” , significantly predicted performance, goal commitment, goal 
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 acceptance, and job satisfaction.  It is interesting that this question significantly predicts those 
dependent variables.  One could assume that participant responses to this question not only 
reflect their observed experience of others with their superiors, but also their personal experience 
with their own superior.  This is because their superior is most likely the superior of those around 
them.  Herzberg’s Two Factor Theory of Motivation suggests that “motivators” include such 
intrinsic variables as the opportunity for achievement, responsibility, and recognition (Herzberg 
et al., 1959).  It could be suggested that when employees are afraid to express disagreement with 
their superiors, they may feel anxious or nervous and not seek additional responsibility.  This 
may possibly lead to a lack of recognition and ultimately affect their performance, goal 
commitment, goal acceptance, and job satisfaction.   
 The Factor Analysis indicated a discrepancy between the dimensions revealed in this study 
and the dimensions postulated by Hofstede (1980).  Hofstede suggested that Individualism, 
Uncertainty Avoidance, and Power Distance were 3 separate and unique theoretical constructs.  
However, this study would suggest that Hofstede’s questions do not form four unique 
dimensions, but instead 5 factors.  Questions 7, 10, 13, and 14 are effective at predicting 
responses to performance, goal commitment, goal acceptance, and job satisfaction.  Each of 
these questions appears to fall within a unique factor (See Table 12).  Each new factor was 
reviewed and given a name that seemed to relate to the questions that fell under it.  Question 7 
fell within a new dimension called “Ideal Work Environment”; question 10 fell within a new 
dimension called “ Personal Determination”; question 13 fell within a new dimension called 
“Traditionalism”; and question 14 fell within a new dimension called “Current Work 
Environment”.   
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____________________________________________________________________ 
 
Table 12. Relationship Between VSM Questions and New Factors  
____________________________________________________________________ 
                                                                             Factors 
____________________________________________________________________ 
               Ideal Work      Personal             Current   Work              Locus 
Questions     Environment   Determination      Traditionalism        Environment         of Control 
1   XXX 
2   XXX 
3   XXX 
4    
5 
6   XXX 
7   XXX 
8   XXX 
9            XXX 
10             XXX 
11            XXX 
12 
13            XXX 
14                           XXX 
15                          XXX 
16 
17             
18 
19 
20                    XXX 
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
Limitations and Criticisms 
In summary, limitations and criticisms of this study include the following:  
1) Participants may have responded to the scenarios with their focus being on the type 
of work being done as opposed to the type of goal setting. 
2) The company size stated in the scenario may not have been small enough and large 
may not have been large enough.  If such a perceptual difference exists, this may 
explain the lack of significance when company size is taken into consideration.   
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 3) The failure to assess employees’ current job level within the company may have 
affected the results.  It is assumed that team leaders were among the participants.  
They may have responded more positively to participative goal setting than shift 
workers who may have feared it and been more likely to prefer assigned goal setting.  
In the future, team leaders should be surveyed separately from the other workers.   
4) Locke (1996) suggested that in order for goal setting to lead to the achievement of 
goals, goals need to be both specific and difficult Research participants may not have 
found the goals presented in the scenario to fulfill this criterion.  In the future, a pilot 
study on various tasks should be done too find a task that is both specific and 
difficult. 
5) Because American research participants lived in the Southeast, their responses do not 
necessarily represent the entire U.S. population. It has been suggested that 
individuals from the Southeast tend to be more collectivistic than individuals from 
the Midwest (Latham & Locke, 1975).  Because collectivism is associated with 
higher levels of power distance, and Macedonia is less individualistic and somewhat 
higher in power distance than the United States, cultural differences between 
Macedonia and the United States may not have been as evident.  Perhaps if American 
participants were from the Midwest, more significant cultural differences between 
the United States and Macedonia may have been evident 
6) Because the Macedonian participants were textile factory workers, they may have 
been more familiar with the task because the task involved stuffing shirts into a box.  
Because of this, they may have reacted differently to the scenarios.  The 
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 Macedonians did not have to hypothetically imagine the scenario because they may 
have actually experienced it.   
7) Gender may have influenced the results.  More than 90% of the Macedonian 
participants were females, while 64% of the participants from the United States were 
male.  This may have influenced the discrepancy between the factor analysis results 
in this study and the dimensions postulated by Hofstede (1994).   
8) Finally, time may have also been a limiting factor.  Participants may have felt rushed 
to complete the survey and return to their break or to their job.  
Future Directions 
 The nature of the results suggests the need for further study in the area of culture and its 
effect on such important workplace concepts as performance, goal commitment, goal acceptance, 
and job satisfaction. Because Locke (1996) suggests that goals need to be specific and difficult if 
achievement is to occur, it would be interesting to study goals that are specific and difficult 
verses those that are vague and easy.  It would also be interesting to expand this study to workers 
in other countries.  In addition, the results from this study indicate the need to study additional 
factors that influence performance, goal commitment, goal acceptance, and job satisfaction.   For 
example, it would be interesting to study the effect of workplace cooperation, the opportunity for 
advancement, tension in the workplace, incentives, pay equity, and the ability to disagree with 
superiors and its impact on those variables. It would also be interesting to further study 
Herzberg’s Two Factor Theory of Motivation and the effect of “motivators” on performance, 
goal commitment, goal acceptance, and job satisfaction when  “hygiene factors” are present or 
the absence thereof (Herzberg et al., 1959). Additionally, it would be interesting to further study 
the role of age and gender and its influence on performance, goal commitment, goal acceptance, 
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 and job satisfaction. Finally, additional research needs to be done on Hofstede’s (1994) 
instrument and his proposed cultural dimensions.  
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 APPENDICES 
APPENDIX A 
Experimental Packets 
Instructions 
Please read the paragraph on the following page.  After reading the paragraph, turn to page 2 and 
answer the four questions by circling ○ the number on the scale that best indicates your response 
to the question.   
For Example: 
Indicate below how much you like ice cream.   
I do not like 
ice cream at 
all 
      
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
 
6 
 
7 
I like ice 
cream a lot 5 
 
The Number 5 was circled because the person answering the question likes ice cream but does 
not like it a lot.  
 
 
 
After finishing the questions go and complete the survey on pages 3-8 
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Company X is located in the United States and is a small company employing 100 people.  This 
company packages and distributes clothing.  Imagine you work for this company and the 
company sets daily goals which means the company decides the minimum number of pieces of 
clothing a worker must box each day.  Workers have no input as to how many pieces of clothing 
are boxed each day.  This company has a history of determining worker goals and deciding what 
is appropriate worker performance. 
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Company X is located in the United States and is a large company employing 4000 people.  This 
company packages and distributes clothing.  Imagine you work for this company and the 
company sets daily goals which means the company decides the minimum number of pieces of 
clothing a worker must box each day.  Workers have no input as to how many pieces of clothing 
are boxed each day.  This company has a history of determining worker goals and deciding what 
is appropriate worker performance. 
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Company X is located in the United States and is a small company employing 100 people.  This 
company packages and distributes clothing.  Imagine you work for this company and the 
company allows workers to set daily goals which means that the worker decides the minimum 
number of pieces of clothing that must be boxed each day.  Workers have input as to how many 
pieces of clothing are boxed each day.  This company has a history of allowing the workers to set 
work goals and decide what is appropriate performance. 
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Company X is located in the United States and is a large company employing 4000 people.  This 
company packages and distributes clothing.  Imagine you work for this company and the 
company allows workers to set daily goals which means that the worker decides the minimum 
number of pieces of clothing that must be boxed each day.  Workers have input as to how many 
pieces of clothing are boxed each day.  This company has a history of allowing the worker to set 
work goals and decide what is appropriate performance. 
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 Given the previous work situation, answer the following questions. 
1.  Indicate below the level of performance you would anticipate yourself. 
I think this work 
situation would greatly 
lower my performance 
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
 
6 
 
7 
I think this work 
situation would 
greatly increase my 
performance 
 
2.  Indicate below the level of acceptance you would have for these goals. 
 
I would definitely not 
accept the goals 
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
 
6 
 
7 
 
I would definitely 
accept the goals 
 
3.  Indicate below the level of commitment you would have for these goals. 
I would definitely not 
be committed to these 
goals 
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
 
6 
 
7 
I would definitely be 
committed to these 
goals 
 
4.  To what extent would you be satisfied in this type of work situation? 
 
I would not be 
satisfied 
 
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
 
6 
 
7 
 
I would be very 
satisfied 
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 Scenarios in Macedonian 
Instrukcii 
Vi se molam prociajte go paragrafot na stranicava.  Posle citanje na paragrafov, 
odete na ftorata stranica I odgovorete gi cetirite prasanja so zaokruzuvanje { 
na brojkite na skalata dadena.  Zaokruzete go brojot sto najdobro ve 
karakterizira.  
Na primer: 
Napisete ispod kolku sakate da jadete sladoled.  
Jas ne 
sakam 
sladoled  
      
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
 
6 
 
7 
Jas sakam 
sladoled 
mnogu 
 
Brojot 5 bese zaokruzen zosto licnosta odgovori deka saka sladoled no ne mnogu. 
Po zavrsuvanje na prasanjata odete na stranizite 3-10. 
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Golema kompanija X locirana vo Makedonija koja ima 2,000 vraboteni. Ovaa 
companija pakuva I distribuira obleka.  Zamisli si deka si vraboten vo ovaa 
companija I companijata im dozvoluva na vrabotenite da odlucuvaat vo 
opredeluvanjeto na dnevnite normi sto znaci varbotenite ja odreduvaat 
minimalnata norma na parcinja obleka sto treba da se pakuva sekoj den.  Ovaa 
kompanija ima tradicija na dozvoluvanje na vrabotenite da gi postavat normite za 
rabota I da odlucat sto im odgovara.  
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Mala kompanija X locirana vo Makedonija kija ima 50 vraboteni. Ovaa companija 
pakuva I distribuira obleka.  Zamisli si deka si vraboten vo ovaa companija I 
companijata ja opredeluva minimalnata norma na parcinja sto sekoj vraboten 
treba da gi spakuva dnevno. Vrabotenite nemaat nikakvo vlijanie vo odreduvanjeto 
na normata.  Ovaa kompanija ima tradicija vo opredeluvanjeto na normata na 
rabotnicite koja odgovara na vrabotenite. 
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Golema kompanija X locirana vo Makedonija koja ima 2,000 vraboteni. Ovaa 
companija pakuva I distribuira obleka.  Zamisli si deka si vraboten vo ovaa 
companija I companijata ja opredeluva minimalnata norma na parcinja sto skoj 
vraboten treba da gi spakuva dnevno. Vrabotenite nemaat nikakvo vlijanie vo 
odreduvanjeto na normata.  Ovaa kompanija ima tradicija vo opredeluvanjeto na 
normata na rabotnicite koja odgovara na vrabotenite. 
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Mala kompanija X locirana vo Makedonija koja ima 50 vraboteni. Ovaa companija 
pakuva I distribuira obleka.  Zamisli si deka si vraboten vo ovaa companija I 
companijata im dozvoluva na vrabotenite da gi odlucuvaat vo opredeluvanjeto na 
dnevnite normi sto znaci vrabotenite ja odreduvaat minimalnata norma na 
parcinja obleka sto treba da se pakuva sekoj den. Ovaa kompanija ima tradicija na 
dozvoluvanje na vrabotenite da gi postavat normite za rabota I da odlucat sto im 
odgovara.   
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 Odgovori gi slednite prasanja na dadenata situacija.  
 
1. Na skalata ispod odluci go nivoto na tvoeto mislenje. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Jas mislam ovaa 
rabotna situacija 
znacitelno ke ja 
namali mojata 
efikasnost vo 
rabotata 
Jas bi bil 
mnogu 
zadovolen 
7 
 
6 
 
5 
 
4 
 
3 
 
2 
 
1 
 
Jas ne bi bil 
zadovolen 
 
  
 
 
 
4. Do koj stepen bi bill zadovolen vo ovaa rabotna situacija? 
  
Jas 
definitivno 
bi se obvrzal 
(prifatil) 
ovie normi 
7 
 
6 
 
5 
 
4 
 
3 
 
2 
 
1 
 
Jas 
definitivno ne 
bi se obvrzal 
(prifatil) 
ovie normi 
  
 
 
 
3. Na skalata ispod odluci go nivoto na tvojata tvojata obvrska prema ovie normi. 
Jas 
definitivno 
bi gi 
prifatil 
7 
 
6 
 
5 
 
4 
 
3 
 
2 
 
1 
 
Jas 
definitivno ne 
bi gi prifatil 
normite 
  
 
 
 
2. Na skalata ispod odluci go nivoto na prifakanje na ovie normi. 
  
Jas mislam ovaa 
rabotna situacija 
znacitelno ke ja 
zgolemi mojata 
efikasnost vo 
rabotata 
7 
 
6 
 
5 
 
4 
 
3 
 
2 
 
1 
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 APPENDIX B 
Hofstede’s Value Survey Module 
Please think of an ideal job - disregarding your present job. In choosing an ideal job, how 
important would it be to you to ... (please circle { one answer for each question using the  
following scale):   
 
1 = of utmost importance 
2 = very important 
3 = of moderate importance 
4 = of little importance 
5 = of very little or no importance 
 
   
  1.  have sufficient time for your personal or family life        
   
 
1 
 
 
2 
         
3 
           
4 
 
5 
 
 
  2. have good physical working conditions (good ventilation and lighting, adequate work 
space, etc.)  
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
         
3 
           
4 
 
5 
 
 
  3.  have a good working relationship with your direct superior  
 
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
         
3 
           
4 
 
5 
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  4.  have security of employment  
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
         
3 
           
4 
 
5 
 
 
  5.  work with people who cooperate well with one another 
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
         
3 
           
4 
 
5 
 
 
  6.  be consulted by your direct superior in his/her decisions  
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
         
3 
           
4 
 
5 
 
 
  7.  have an opportunity for advancement to higher level jobs  
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
         
3 
           
4 
 
5 
 
 
  8.  have an element of variety and adventure in the job  
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
         
3 
           
4 
 
5 
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 In your private life, how important is each of the following to you? (please circle { one 
answer on the scale): 
 
1 = of utmost importance 
2 = very important 
3 = of moderate importance 
4 = of little importance 
5 = of very little or no importance 
 
  
  9.  Personal steadiness and stability  
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
         
3 
           
4 
 
5 
 
 
  10. Thrift  
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
         
3 
           
4 
 
5 
 
 
  11.  Persistence (perseverance)  
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
         
3 
           
4 
 
5 
 
 
  12.  Respect for tradition  
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
         
3 
           
4 
 
5 
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 13.  How often do you fee nervous or tense at work? 
   1. never 
   2. seldom 
   3. sometimes 
   4. usually 
   5. always 
 
14. How frequently, in your experience, are subordinates afraid to express disagreement with 
their superiors? 
   1. very seldom 
   2. seldom 
   3. sometimes 
   4. frequently 
   5. very frequently 
 
To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements? (please 
circle { one answer on the scale): 
  
   1 = strongly agree 
   2 = agree 
   3 = undecided 
   4 = disagree 
   5 = strongly disagree 
  
  15.  Most people can be trusted 
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
         
3 
           
4 
 
5 
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16. One can be a good manager without having precise answers to most questions that 
subordinates may raise about their work 
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
         
3 
           
4 
 
5 
 
 
 17.  An organization structure in which certain subordinates have two bosses should be 
avoided at all cost  
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
         
3 
           
4 
 
5 
 
 
  18.  Competition between employees usually does more harm than good   
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
         
3 
           
4 
 
5 
 
 
19. A company's or organization's rules should not be broken - not even when the employee 
thinks it is in the company's best interest  
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
         
3 
           
4 
 
5 
 
 
  20.  When people have failed in life it is often their own fault  
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
         
3 
           
4 
 
5 
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 Hofstede’s Value Survey Module in Macedonian 
 
Vi se molam da zamislite idealna rabota – ne zemajki ja vo predvid vasata 
segasnata rabota.  Pri odlucuvanjeto na idealna rabota, kolku znacitelno bi bilo 
za vas…(vi se molam da zaokruzite  { vo dadenata skala ispod sekoe prasanje. Za 
sekoe prasanje zaokruzete samo eden broj.  Vi se molam koristete go slednoto 
merolo: 
 
1=od najvazno znacenje 
2=mnogu znacajno 
3=od sredno znacenje 
4=od malo znacenje 
5=od mnogu malo ili ne znacitelno znacenje 
 
1. Da imas dovolno vreme za tebe i tvojata familija 
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
         
3 
           
4 
 
5 
 
 
2. Da imas dobri fizicki uslovi na rabotnoto mesto ( na primer: dobra 
ventilacija I svetlina, soodveten prostor za rabota, I t.n.) 
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
         
3 
           
4 
 
5 
 
 
3. Da imas dobri rabotni odnosi so tvojot pretpostaven 
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
         
3 
           
4 
 
5 
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 4. Da imas sigurna rabota (da ne se plasis dali ke te otpustat utre ili ne) 
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
         
3 
           
4 
 
5 
 
 
 
 
5. Da rabotis so luge koj dobro sorabotuvaat eden so drug 
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
         
3 
           
4 
 
5 
 
 
 
6. Pretpostaveniot ili pretpostavenata da se konsultira so tebe pred da 
donese odluka 
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
         
3 
           
4 
 
5 
 
 
7. Da imas sansa za unapreduvanje na povisoka funkcija vo organizacijata 
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
         
3 
           
4 
 
5 
 
 
8. Da imas raznovidnost vo rabotata t.e. razlicni varianti na rabota namesto 
monotonost vo rabotna. 
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
         
3 
           
4 
 
5 
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 Vo tvojot provaten zivot, od kolkavo znacenje e sekoe od slednite prazanja? (Vi se 
molam zaokruzete{ na skalata postavena ispod sekoe prasanje.  Za sekoe prasanje 
zaokruzete samo eden broj.  Vi se molam koristete go slednoto merolo: 
 
1=od najvazno znacenje 
2=mnogu znacajno 
3=od sredno znacenje 
4=od malo znacenje 
5=od mnogu malo ili ne znacitelno znacenje 
 
9. Licna ramnoteza i stabilnost 
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
         
3 
           
4 
 
5 
 
 
10. Stedenje 
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
         
3 
           
4 
 
5 
 
 
 
11. Upornost (istrajanost) 
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
         
3 
           
4 
 
5 
 
 
12. Pocit prema tradiciite 
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
         
3 
           
4 
 
5 
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13. Kolku cesto se custvuvas nervozen (razdrazliv) ili napnat na rabota? 
 
1. nikogas 
2. retko 
3. ponekogas 
4. voobicaeno 
5. sekogas 
 
14. Kolku chesto, od tvoeto iskustvo, potcinet cinovnik se plasi da iskazi 
nesoglasnost so negoviot ili nejziniot pretpostaven?  
 
1. mnogu retko 
2. retko 
3. ponekogas 
4. cesto 
5. mnogu cesto 
 
 
 
Do koj stepen se soglasuvas ili ne se soglasuvas so sekoja od dadenite izjavi? (Vi se 
molam zaokrucete { na skalata postavena ispod sekoe prasanje.  Za sekoe prasanje 
zaokruzete samo eden broj. Vi se molam koristete go slednoto merolo: 
 
1=silno se soglasuvam 
2=se soglasuvam 
3=ne opredelen 
4=ne se soglasuvam  
5=silno ne se soglasuvam 
 
 
15. Na poveketo luge mozes da im veruvas 
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
         
3 
           
4 
 
5 
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16. Sekoj moze da bide menager bez da ima tocni odgovori za poveketo prasanja 
sto potcinetite cinovnici mozat da go prasat vo odnos na nivnata rabota 
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
         
3 
           
4 
 
5 
 
 
17. Organizacija kade odredeni potcinati cinovnici imaat dvijca 
pretpostaveni treba da se izbegne po sekoja cena 
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
         
3 
           
4 
 
5 
 
 
18. Konkurencija megu rabotnici obicno predizvikuva poveke loso nego dobro 
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
         
3 
           
4 
 
5 
 
 
19. Pravilata na firmata ili organizacijata ne treba da bidat prekrseni – 
duri iako rabotnicite mislat deka e vo interes na firmata ili 
organizacijata.  
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
         
3 
           
4 
 
5 
 
 
20. Koga lugeto neuspeale vo nivniot zivot mnogu cesto e nivna krivica 
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
         
3 
           
4 
 
5 
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 APPENDIX C 
Copyright Permission for use of the Value Survey Module 
 
 
Dear Kristin, 
 
I cannot find the form but I can find the information that you purchased the 
VSM 1994 with a 50% discount. If I mention in this mail that you have bought 
the copyright (March 2001) for the use of the VSM for one research project 
it will be sufficient and you don't need to worry about any problems 
arriving later. 
 
Best regards, 
 
Rianne Mutsaers 
Office Manager IRIC 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Kristin King [mailto:kking@ab-t.org] 
Sent: vrijdag 14 februari 2003 16:35 
To: iric@uvt.nl 
Subject: VSM 
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 APPENDIX D 
 
Demographic Questions 
 
Some information about yourself   (Please Circle { one answer): 
 
  1. Are you: 
   1.  male 
   2.  female 
 
  2. How old are you: 
   1.  Under 20 
   2.  20-24 
   3.  25-29 
   4.  30-34 
   5.  35-39 
   6.  40-49 
   7.  50-59 
   8.  60 or over 
 
 3. How many years of formal school education (or their equivalent) did you complete   
(starting with primary school): 
   1.  10 years or less 
   2.  11 years 
   3.  12 years 
   4.  13 years 
   5.  14 years 
   6.  15 years 
   7.  16 years 
   8.  17 years 
   9.  18 years or over 
 
 4. What is your nationality?    ___________________________________ 
 
5. What was your nationality at birth?    _________________________ 
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 Demographic Questions in Macedonian 
Licna informacija za vas (Vi se molam zaokrucete { za sekoe prasanje) 
 
1. Dali si: 
1. masko 
2. zensko 
 
2. Kolku godini imas: 
3. ispod  20 
4. 20-24 
5. 25-29 
6. 30-34 
7. 35-39 
8. 40-49 
9. 50-59 
10. 60- i nad 
 
3. Kolku godini od skolsko voobrasovanie imas (pocnuvajki od prvo odelenie): 
a. 10 godini ili pomalku 
b. 11 godini 
c. 12 godini 
d. 13 godini 
e. 14 godini 
f. 15 godini 
g. 16 godini 
h. 17 godini 
i. 18 godini ili poveke 
 
4. Koja nacionalnost si? ________________________________ 
 
5. Koja nacionalnost si po raganje?_______________________ 
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